METL Development and Training Management
In the Military Police Regiment

By Colonel David F. Treuting

With an overwhelming victory in Operation Desert Sorm, one would have thought that the Army had
validated itsway of warfighting. Instead, our performanceinthat war and in peacekeeping missionsinthe
Balkans has become the catalyst for transformation and the creation of the Future Force vision. This
vision suggests that Army combat support and combat arms not only be capabl e of performing warfighting
and peacekeeping missions but also that they be able to do so with a lighter, more mobile, agile force that
isjust as lethal and survivable. Considering the fact that thisis a vision for the future, the multipurpose
role and functionality of the Military Police Corps has considerable relevance today. The capability of
operating across the full spectrum of conflict comeswith a significant expectation for training that cannot
and must not be underestimated. Wth five functions—maneuver and mobility operations, area security
operations, internment/resettlement operations, law and order operations, and police intelligence
oper ations—that define that capability for an MP company, is there a particular way that |eaders should
be applying training doctrine to meet the expectation?

Despite an intensely active role as
peacekeeper and peacemaker over the past

These two schools of thought are very
closely related, but they could not be more

decade, military police are expected to achieve
success in tasks on a scale and scope that are
scarcely routine. For very practical reasons,
units are much more likely to train on tasks
related to stability and support operationsthan
warfighting. These considerations make an
answer to the posed question inherently
divisive, and aprofessional discussion onthe
topicislong overdue. Therearevery generally
two schools of thought that drive training in
our MP companies:

* The mission of the combat support MP company is

to provide support in the form of the five MP
functions during peace, conflict, and war. Reality

different in termsof thetraining planning and
execution required to support them. Thisarticle
explores both approaches and asks a number
of rhetorical questions but makes a series of
suppositions that lead to one conclusion:
respectively, our senior and tactical MP
leaders must do a better job of enforcing and
supporting prioritized, battle-focused training
planning and execution with realistic training
objectivesthat are consistent with theArmy’s
training doctrine.

Training Expectations
Theformer Chief of Staff of the Army, General Eric

Shinseki, made his expectations for the force perfectly

dictates that war plans are not likely to specify clear, and every singleword iscritical to thisdiscussion:

what tasks an MP company will receive. They
must, therefore, be prepared to execute any and all
of the five functions.

Every combat support MP company is designed to
provide MP support in the form of the five MP
functions during peace, conflict, and war. Reality
dictates that a company can only train on a
specified number of collective tasksto proficiency.
As aresult, efforts must be focused on the most
difficult of tasks—warfighting—with an
understanding that the soldiers may be called upon
to execute lesser tasks that they have not been
trained to perform proficiently.

Ensurethat our soldiersare physically and mentally
prepared to dominate the next battlefield—no
soldier goes into harm’'s way untrained.... The
Army has an obligation to the American peopleto
ensureits soldiersgointo battle with the assurance
of success and survival. Army forces cannot train
for every possible mission; they train for war and
prepare for specific missions as time and
circumstances permit.... Do less—do it well—
meet the standard [emphasis added)].

The relevance of these commentsis the foundation

for all that follows, so read them again, or return to them




whenyou find a“ sticky” point inthe discussion. Thereis
nothing branch-specific or revolutionary about these
words. In fact, they were the rationale that produced
Field Manua (FM) 25-100, Training the Force (now
FM 7-0), and FM 25-101, Battle Focused Training (now
FM 7-1), 13 years ago, and influenced their resurgence
today.

General Shinseki's words disarm the clever leader
who declares that these FMs are “just guidelines’ and
make the words battle focused, prioritized, trained to
standard—and especially alwaysin the oft-quoted cliché
“Mission First, People Always’—nonnegotiable. His
guidance even suggests how to meet these high
expectations: “ Do less—do it well—meet the standard.”

Thedefinition of amission-essentia task

list (METL) only serves to drive the

point home: “A mission-essential task is

a collective task an organization has to

be proficient at in order to accomplish

an appropriate portion of its wartime
operational mission. Army organizations...cannot
achieve and sustain proficiency on every possible
training task [emphasis added].” Collectively, these
references assert that a task be practiced, assessed, and
repeated in successive training sessions before we
declare proficiency in the capability. Is this being done
inyour unit? Isyour company METL alist of prioritized
collectivetasksor isit aprioritizedlisting of al tasks? If
you are an M P battalion or brigade commander, are you
ensuring that companies have METLSs that meet the
expressed intent?

Although these FM's acknowl edge the exceptional
difficulty that every combat support unit hasin light
of their daily operational missions, the challenge of
prioritizing training remains paramount and non-
negotiable. If the reader intends to be truly objective
in making a determination of how to apply this
expectation to the tactical units of the Military Police
Corps, there are several important factors that must
be considered.

TrandatingtheMETL Process

To start, METL development is intended to work
down, up, and across the chain of command with a
communication among senior and subordinate
commandersthat isintended to provide optimal training
management for tactical unitsthat have varying limits of
time and resources. At each respectivelevel of command,
leaders must be allowed to apply training management
that is consistent with training doctrine: a senior |eader
provides the mission and guidance, but the subordinate
leader is allowed to determine the METL. Both have a

responsibility to ensure that amidst a demand to operate

inpeace, conflict, and war, thereare prioritiesfor training.
Nearly a year ago, this process was reaffirmed as

our guiding principlefor planning training. Of particular

note were the adjustments to the METL inputs, which

used to be simply war plans and external directives. In

FM 7-0, “directives’” have become “guidance” and three

new inputs have been added to the process: combat

capabilities, operational environments, and directed

missions. These may be new terms, but they are far

from new concepts. In fact, they are suggestive of a

need to improve how and what we choose to prioritize.

The input of enduring combat capabilities, which is

defined asthe“ unique contribution” that each unit makes

to the team effort, is of particular note to the Military

Police Corps, considering our unique capability is and

always has been maintaining or enforcing law and

order as well as protecting the

“arteries’ to and from a battle-

space. Battlefield intelligence,

areasecurity, initial internment

and resettlement, and even

portions of maneuver and

mobility support are not unique

tomilitary police. Theseshould

be considered when determining

what tasks will be trained. The

more senior the commander, the

moreinherent the responsibility

for ensuring that the soldier at

the bottom of the hierarchy has

guidance that is significantly

more specificthan“doit all.”

TrandatingMPDoctrine

As one of the key sources for determining the
collective tasks for a unit’'s METL—and the source for
MP mission-to-task training for FM 7-0 and FM 7-1—
the Army Training and Evaluation Program (ARTEP)
19-313-10-Mission Training Plan (MTP), Mission
Training Plan for Echelons Above Corps (EAC),
Corps, and Division Military Police Platoons (Combat
Support); and ARTEP 19-313-30-MTP, Mission
Training Plan for Echelons Above Corps (EAC),
Corps, and Division Military Police Companies
(Combat Support), are the most significant references
availableto our company leaders. Infact, you will rarely
find a key leader without one of these documents under
his arm during training planning and execution.
Unfortunately, the interpretation and use of certain
doctrinal terms within their first few chapters creates a
great potential for confusion that isworthy of clarification.




First, as an example, it defines the MP company’s
mission and the use of the MPfunctions: “ The company’s
mission is to provide military support during peace,
conflict, and war. This MTP is comprised of five major
functions that the company must execute to accomplish
the mission [emphasis added].” Two pages later there
seems to be a contradiction: “Prioritize the tasks that
need training. You will never have enough time to train
everything. You must orient on the greatest challenges
and most difficult sustainment skills.”

Although thisseems contradictory, the-30 (asARTEP
19-313-30-MTP is known) is a list of all of the MP
collective tasks associated with our designed capability.
They give no regard for the time or resources made
available to any unit. More specifically, with over 60
percent of the MP Regiment in the Reserve Component
and an Active Component that runsthe gamut from corps
support to division to modified table of organization and
equipment law enforcement detachments, the -30 must
serveasatool for all MP companies. Units must perform
their own respective analysesof time, resourcesavailable,
and personnel, and then prioritize which tasks they will
train. For example, a Reserve Component internment/
resettlement company has a specified mission that allows
for amuch more narrow training focus than any combat
support MP company. An active duty combat support
MP company in Koreashould haveafar different training
focus than that of the separate combat support MP
company at Fort Benning, Georgia. Division MP
companies have an opportunity to receive much more
direct guidance on mission expectations than a combat
support MP company at Fort Polk, Louisiana. Intheend,
the combat support MP company may be faced with
preparing for aworst-case scenario, sothemission training
plan offersthe appropriate advice: “ orient on the greatest
challengesand most difficult sustainment skills.”

Onelast factor should be considered when it comes
todetermining priorities: perishability of training. Consider
how extensively soldiersand leadersmust train to maintain
proficiency in the most basic tasks of reading a map,
firing aweapon, operating a Single-Channel, Ground-to-
Air Radio System (SINCGARS), writing and dissemi-
nating orders, and coordinating plans. Now consider the
relative complexity of bringing all of that together in any
collective task, and then remember that we expect our
most junior officers and noncommissioned officers
(NCOs) to choreograph that execution successfully in
combat or conflict. Individual training without collective
executionin preparation for war or conflict isanalogous
totraining afootball teamindividually and then expecting
the team to come together to win at game time. Maybe

theteamwill dowell, but afootball player’slife doesn’t
depend on the function of the team.

Analyzingthe Two Schoolsof Thought

School of Thought #1 directs that MP companies
must be prepared to execute any and all of the five
functions at any time. Although students of this camp
may find comfort in the fact that the first sentence is
supported verbatim in the -30 and FM 3-19.4, Military
Police Leaders Handbook, they must also recognize
the unconstrained environmental context. If this school
of thought isneverthel esstrue, thenthelogical corollaries
with regard to preparedness and demonstrated
proficiency must follow. Whether we use the terms
functions, missions, or task areas, the -30 translates an
MPcompany’s capabilitiesinto 71 collective tasksand a
minimum of 35 collective tasks for any one of the
functions. What this really means to a soldier or |eader
who must demonstrate proficiency in this capability, can
beillustrated in the following example.

Of the 71 collective tasks, it would be more than
practical to set aside collective tasks that read more like
individual tasks (that is, those related exclusively to
nuclear, biological, and chemical activities; unit
maintenance; casualty handling; passive air defense; or
even law enforcement). Our profession demands
commanders and leaders who innovatively accomplish
these tasks while in the Red Cycle or incorporate them
into scenariosin the Green Cycle. Despite such economy
of tasks—and even in consideration of the redundancy
of individual and leader tasks represented in each—our
MP company example from School of Thought #1 must
be able to collectively demonstrate Army standards of
proficiency in all of thesetasks:

* Deploy many units by air, land, or sea.

* Secure and defend a unit position.

» Conduct a delay or provide a screening force.

* Conduct movement to contact, deliberate, and
hasty attacks.

 Conduct a battle handover to atactical combat
force.

» Conduct MP support to a passage of lines.

* Conduct cordon-and-search operations.

* Set up and run an operational decontamination site.

* Collect and process enemy prisoners of war.

* Conduct civil disturbance control.

» Conduct reconnai ssance operations.

* Conduct route regulation enforcement and signing.

* Manage populace control (of any kind).




» Conduct convoy security operations.
* Support river crossings.

* Operate afield detention center for U.S. military
prisoners.

* Support area damage control operations.

» Conduct security of critical sites with associated
physical security planning.

* Redeploy and fully recover all assigned equipment.

These 19 uniquely different collective tasks are not
al inclusive and don’t even begin to address intrinsic
leadership challenges such as the enforcement of
consistency in training standards or observer/controller
criterion; expectations and standards for operator and
equipment maintenance throughout the training cycle;
mandated trai ning requirements; time avail able; and most
notably for nearly every MP company, the preparation
required to assume a three-shift workday for the law
enforcement or mission/support cycle that most surely
follows. Even the mission outlines of the -30 require
proficiency in 21 different tasks. Either before or after
11 September 2001 (and even with the most ideal
resources at hand and the most vague and subjective
assessment standardsavailable), itisdifficult toimagine
any unit accomplishing thistraining mission to standard.
Asthis example clearly illustrates, it is not possible. In
the end, whether unitswant to or not, they will invariably
prioritizetheir training. In the end, and by definition, units
will not beableto dowhat thisschool of thought professes
IS necessary or even possible to accomplish.

The students of School of Thought #2, however,
use both the elaboration and specificity of the collective
tasks in the MTPs to derive their METL. Since they
realize that specific task selection is inevitable and
proficiency in the selected tasks may determine the
success or survival of soldiers, they base their training
upon a worst-case scenario—warfighting. Being
prepared to conduct all other tasks equates to having the
manual s packed when the unit deploys, relying upon the
likelihood of things like mission readiness exercises for
lesser contingencies. L eadersthat espousethis philosophy
understand that all of the critical leader tasksare covered
in any of the collective tasks already mentioned. An
example of a METL under this school of thought may
look likethis:

* Coordinate deployment of forces.

* Conduct convoy security operations.

» Conduct a delay or provide a screening force.
* Conduct movement to contact.

* Conduct deliberate and hasty attacks.

* Coordinate redeployment and fully recover
assigned equipment.

Though thisMETL too may be considered by some
to be too large, it is considerably less demanding than
performing all five MP functionsandisarguably realistic
for some commanders. In any case, it meetsthe principled
intent of our training doctrine—prioritize!

Conclusion

The Military Police Corps is force structured and
equipped to accomplish every singletask associated with
MP support under any circumstance, but not at the same
time. Tactical-level MP soldiers and officers appreciate
and understand that they may be called upon to execute
aparticular mission with less training, but they must be
afforded atraining opportunity that prepares them to do
so successfully by design—not by hopes, assumptions,
or motivational speeches; that’s the contract. At the risk
of reducing thistopic to an oversimplified conclusion, an
MP company METL should consist of collective tasks
from our own M TP and nothing more. One of therelated
problems associated with the incorrect application of
METL development isthesimplefact that theterm METL
istoo often used as an acronym and not often enough for
itsliteral meaning. MP functionswere intended to assist
leaders in determining which collective tasksto train to
be good at a particular facet of MP support. METLSs
composed of MP functions or missions not only fail
entirely at meeting the intent of limiting what a unit has
totrain, but they also equateto veiled lists of unobtainable
training expectations.

MP brigade or battalion commanders who have all
five functions on their METLs must recognize the
tranglation at the tactical level and allow commandersto
“do less—do it well—meet the standard.” The Army’s
training doctrine demands a communication processthat
requires superiors to mentor their subordinates but also
to listen to them. It has becomeincreasingly popular for
superiors to characterize operational experiences as




training. Though thereisacertain amount of merittothis
assertion, thisarticle stressesthe need for discretion. True
leadership challenges exist in every unit, but at acertain
point, a disregard for the effects that these conditions
have upon training readinessturnsleader ship challenges
into aterm that today’s leaders have learned to avoid—
zero defects.

When augmenting doctrine, operational experiences
must be tempered with discretion and a firm under-
standing of the conditions from which the experiences
were obtained. Being able to shoot from the hip and
execute tactics or strategy that aren’t found in any book
isthe hallmark of good |eadership under stressin conflict,
but not everyone operates from as sound a doctrinal
foundation as they think. This is a vitally important
consideration if we are to properly leverage our
experienceswith thetraining requirementsfor our units.
For example, Desert Storm was an impressive victory—
one so decisive that it left enemy units surrendering to
camera crews when the ground war began. These are
hardly the conditions we can expect to see from a
determined adversary, and yet the ranks of the Military
Police Corps swell with senior NCO and officer
experiences that demonstrated a level of “success and
survival” in combat that was grossly disproportionateto
thetraining regimen of our units.

It would be extremely easy to dismiss this entire
discussion, with al of itsreferences and conclusions, as
a list of complaints or intellectual jargon. But such a
dismissal would be analogous to turning one's head to
avoid the view of a burning building—the building will
continue to burn whether the fire is addressed or not. A
genuine adherenceto METL development requires much
more effort and constant review, assessment, and change
(but then that was always the point of the process).
Review the inputs to ensure that your unit has the right
prioritiesin place. Responsibility for ensuring that some
priorities exist rests at the top first, and then works its
way down the ladder of command. Whatever the

individual answer or conclusion onthistopicis, thebottom
line is that it is the MP team, squad, and platoon that
must execute the tasksin question when it really counts.
If we fail to set the conditions for success that are
absolutely possible through judicious selection of
collective tasks, commanders and senior leaders of the
Regiment may bear the discredit, but its soldierswill bear
the cost.

Recommendations

No discussionis complete without recommendations,
so here they are:

To the MP Senior Leaders, Officers, and NCOs.
Remember the age-old adage, “we exist for the success
of our young, not ourselves.” Continue or do better at
opening and encouraging the dialogue with our branch’s
company commanders, lieutenants, and NCOs on this
topic, and be mindful of thepitfallsdiscussedinthisarticle
when doing so. Maximizethe effectiveness of thisprocess
in word and deed, demonstrating to the next generation
that prioritization is principled and necessary. Good
coaching and mentoring takestime, and it involves two-
way communication that isnot patronizing or undignified.
They all know who you are and where you came from;
you don’t need to remind them or prove it to them by
pointing out how littlethey know.

To the Tactical Level MP Leaders, Officers, and
NCOs. Stand up for and do better with the training
principlesespoused in our doctrine. Follow theseprinciples
to afault when it’s your turn to personally lead soldiers
and manage training. If you are faced with a situation
where training expectations exceed the unit’s capability,
open the dialogue with your superiorsand don’t stop until
it is fixed or you leave the unit. Do your job. Seek out
coaches and mentors.
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